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you must not go on giving them doles, but you must have a new system. That was the first point ?— That is so.
9.	I understand the second point was this.    They
suggested this would be best done by what they
called a complete separation of sources of revenue
if that was found possible, and they therefore pro
posed to abolish what used to be known as divided
heads :  is not that right ?—Yes.
 10.	I* I understand  it rightly,  in the  old  days
before the Reforms as regards land revenue, to take
that as an example, land revenue under the permanent
settlement was  equally  shared  in  most  provinces,
was not it,  half going to the Central Government
and half to the province ?—I think so, yes.
 11.	I do not think that is absolutely correct every
where ;   I think in the old days Burma got rather
more than half and the United Provinces rather less,
but that does not matter ;   that was the  kind  of
principle.    Then I think the next thing the Re'port
suggested was the kind of distribution of heads of
revenue which would be proper.    For example, land
revenue was marked down as a provincial head and
income-tax,  at any rate in principle,  was  marked
down as a central head, and so on.    We need not
go into all the details, because they were slightly
changed.    Then I think they pointed out there might
have to be some adjustments and they discussed how
those adjustments should  be made.    Do  1   under
stand   rightly   that   the   reason   why   adjustments
would be needed would be this, that if the Montagu-
Chelmsford scheme for the distribution of heads of
revenue was strictly applied it would have left the
Central Government with a deficit ?—Yes.
 12.	And  therefore  it would  be necessary,  while
making the separation of heads of revenue, to get
from the provinces some contribution to meet that
deficit ?—That is so.
 13.	And to some extent that is  worked  out  in
the   Montagu-Chelmsford   Report.    There   are   two
passages in that Report which are very important
for us.    First of all, I notice that after making their
suggestions as to how the deficit was to be met by
contributions, they say in para. 206 (top of page 170*):
" We recognise, of course, that the objection will be
" taken that some provinces, even under this plan,
" would bear a very much heavier proportion of the
" cost of the Indian Government than others," and
then they go on—but I will take the details  later.
I notice also that at the bottom of the same page,
in para. 207, the authors of the Montagu-Chelmsford
Report in express terms indicate that it would be
one of the duties of the Statutory Commission, when
it came into existence, to examine the development
of constitutional changes in the light of ten years'
experience and to reinvestigate the question of the
provincial contributions to the Government of India,
That  is half-way through  para.   207.    So   I  think
my coUeagues will all agree that it looks as though
whether we like it or not we have to enter on this
because it is one of the things we are specially told
to do.    That was in April, 1918.    I pass over inter
mediate events, and the fact I want you to bring out
for me in this.    It seems to me that the much-
criticised Meston Report is not the next thing that
happened that was important;   the next thing that
happened  was   the  consideration   of  the  financial
scheme by the Joint Committee of both Houses of
Parliament.    Is not that so ?    1 will give you the
dft^-    * see *!» Joint Committeee of both Houses
of Parliament reported at some time in 1919, and
they say in para. 9 :—" Doubts have been expressed
from several quarters questibning the financial ^adjustment proposed between the Central and ^Provincial Governments in India. Without ex-
pressing any opinion on this controversy, the " Committee'>-_ie. the Joint Committee of both Houses of Parliament—" accept and endorsfr the
recommendation] of the Government of India that
a fully qualified financial commission should  be
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 " appointed ..." etc. It seems to me, therefore, that it was the Joint Committee's Repoit which came next in order. That is so, 1 think ? That is so. That is made clear also in para. 3 of the Report of the Meston Committee itself.
 14.	They say the same thing, do they "'     I do not
think it has always  been realised  that   that  is  so.
Then we come to" the Meston Committee      Let us
get our  dates   right.    The  Meston  Commit let,'   was
appointed  on   the  20th   January,   i<»'2<>,   anil   acted
most expeditiously ;    I wish we could do the same ;
they reported on 31st% March,   19:20,     Now,   looking
at the Meston Report, what I want i<> call attention
to is this.     In  para.   5   I   notice   they  say '   -" We
" read  the   Joint  Select  Committee   of   Parliament
" as   approving   this   redistribution "     i.e.   the   dis
tribution of sources of revenue between  the centre
and the provinces-   " ami we considtTtxl it  would  be
" outside our duty to advise any alteration  of the
" scheme in this respect unless we found the strongest
"reasons   for   the   change."     You   see   the   passage
I mean ?—Yes.
 15.	Does not it seem to follow from that    correet
me   if   1   am   wrong -that  the  popular   view    that
whatever there is to complain  of is  fundamentally
to be traced to the Meston Committee may perhaps
not be qxiite right?    The Meston Committee seem
to have taken the view that the broad lines of tin-
distribution   of   sources   of   revenue   were   already
imposed,  and   they   were  therefore  only   discussing
some  adjustments.     Is   not   that   tin-   fail   view ""
That is so, I think.     People usually understand what
is called the Meston  Settlement as being the result
of all these considerations by various commit tee*
 16.	As I follow it, there are two broad matters of
complaint,   which   arc   distinct   and   may   not   have
the   same   importance,    t >ne   matter   of   complaint
which is put forward  by the  Jiombny Government
and others is this, is not it ?    They way, " You give
" income-tax  to  the  Central  Government   and   you
"give land revenue to the  Provincial Government
" If you do that you are evidently, so far, treating
" an industrialised province, which has j»ot very large
" contributions of income-tax   to  offer, very h.udiy
" as compared with an agricultural province   whose
" principal interest is agriculture " ?--Kx«'«:Uy.

 17.	That  is  one  argument.    Now,   irt   *?«»   far  as
there is force in that argument,  that   has   nothing
to do with the Meston Settlement at  all ?—-1 would
rather say it   has   nothing to do with the Meston,
Report.
 18.	It has nothing to do with the Meston Report
at   all;    it goes  back to the Montagu-Chelmsford
scheme,   which   was   adopted   ifi   principle   by   the
Joint Committee, does not it ?—Yes.
 19.	I want to be clear.    We must trace the thing
to  its  root.    Now,   the  second   criticism   which   is
made  by  the  Bombay  Government,   and  which  is
also important (I am going later to ask you which
is the more important), is this.    They say matters
were not left quite like that, because it was neces
sary to secure some contributions from the different
Provinces under the new scheme to meet the deficit
at the centre.    I understand there is a complaint
made here that as a matter of fact the attempt to
adjust the thing as between the different provinces
by means of those contributions is not one which is
fair as between the different provinces.    Is not that
so ?—*      *      *      if i  may  put it  a little  differ
ently,  our contention is  that  the abolition of the
contributions    from    the    provinces,    which     were
collected in order to make up the central deficit, has
automatically   increased   the   injustice   as   against
Bombay—the initial injustice.
21. To put the thing in figures for a moment, it is this, as I follow it. Let us take two provinces, province X and Bombay. (I deliberately do not mention any other province by name.) I understand, the point is this. As long as those contributions to the Central Government were going on, each province contributing its allotted amount, the contribution from province X was bigger than the contribution

